T
his year marks the 40th anniversary of the publication of Wroe Alderson's (1965) (Alderson 1957) . Together, these two books arguably constitute the only comprehensive attempt to construct a general theory of marketing. This anniversary presents an appropriate moment to reflect briefly on theory and research scholarship in marketing in the context of Wilkie and Moore's (2003) "4 Eras" article on the development of marketing thought.
Theory and Marketing
Dynamic Marketing Behavior (Alderson 1965) was published during Wilkie and Moore's (2003) third era of marketing thought development. Analogous to Alderson's previous works, the writing in Dynamic Marketing Behavior is both obtuse and obscure. (This is partially because Alderson passed away before the book was published. Therefore, he was not able to fine-tune or edit it.) Dynamic Marketing Behavior is also analogous to his previous works insofar as it is intellectually innovative, interesting, and prescient. Although some of his thinking has been criticized, many of the concepts and insights that he articulated, such as the transvection as a unit of marketing analysis, the notion that exchange is the nexus of marketing, the expression of competition in terms of ecology, and the experiential benefits of a product, have been discovered, forgotten, and rediscovered time and time again (see, e.g., Smalley and Fraedrich 1995) .
The last chapter in Dynamic Marketing Behavior consists of what Alderson (1965) terms 150 falsifiable, functionalistic "propositions," such as " [m] eta-stable oligopoly can represent a constructive adjustment between new product innovation and competition on existing products," and " [s] tudying marketing in an ecological framework opens the way for considering a variety of interactions, including the prevailing combination of competition and cooperation." For each proposition, Alderson suggests either a research project or research procedures for addressing it. In certain ways, these propositions are similar to the 23 mathematical problems and areas for investigation with which David Hilbert challenged mathematicians in 1900. Unlike Hilbert's problems and areas, however, few of Alderson's propositions have been addressed. Indeed, the very existence of the 150 propositions is probably unknown to the majority of marketing scholars, especially those graduating in the past quarter century and whose coursework did not include a marketing theory course.
Judging from the number of marketing doctoral programs that presently offer a course in marketing theory, as well as the number of programs that have eliminated a doctoral course in marketing theory, an inescapable conclusion is that marketing theory is presently deemed an irrelevant and/or unnecessary subject. Given the resources required for staffing a marketing theory course, together with the need for leading-edge courses in quantitative methods and specialty courses that correspond to particular research interests, perhaps the absence of marketing theory courses is warranted. However, as I subsequently discuss, the absence of such potentially integrating courses may contribute to the fragmentation in marketing thought that Wilkie and Moore (2003, pp. 141-42) observe.
Whereas some marketing scholars argue that there is no need for marketing theory or marketing theory courses, an argument I disagree with, most marketing scholars agree that there is still a need for theory as an underpinning of scholarly research in marketing. This is because theory both guides research and enables researchers to answer "why" questions. According to Hunt (2002, p. 193) , a consensual definition of theory is that of Rudner (1966, p. 10 
):
A theory is a systematically related set of statements, including some lawlike generalizations, that is empirically testable. The purpose of theory is to increase scientific understanding through a systematized structure capable of both explaining and predicting phenomena. If Rudner's definition of theory is indeed consensual, any objective perusal of the scholarly research literature in marketing should lead to two conclusions: First, there is little, if any, marketing theory being developed. Indeed, Summers (2001, p. 415 ) has explicitly bemoaned this absence: "Research in marketing has improved greatly both conceptually and methodologically during the past quarter century. However,… [t]heory-building research is lacking in marketing." Second, there is little theory, per se, of any kind in marketing. What typically masquerades as theory in marketing would not pass Rudner's (or Hunt's) threshold requirements. In borrowing from Sutton and Staw's (1995) article titled "What Theory is Not," it is instructive to recognize the following: Unfortunately, references, data, variable lists, diagrams, hypotheses, and even assumptions and suppositions are too often used in lieu of theory in marketing, and virtually all marketing researchers, including this author, are complicit in this use.
Does all research scholarship in marketing require theory? In line with marketing theory and marketing theory courses, it has been argued that there is no need for theory in marketing. Perhaps only empirical generalizations and intuition are necessary (for perspectives on empirical generalizations, see the 1995 Marketing Science special issue on empirical generalizations as well as Sheth and Sisodia [1999] ). However, if the goal of marketing scholarship is to explain and predict marketing-related phenomena, theory is, by definition, required.
Fragmentation of Marketing Thought
In Wilkie and Moore's (2003, p. 139 ) "4 Eras" article, they set forth six conclusions that they believe require "careful consideration by thinkers in the college of marketing." Two of their conclusions examine the issue of "fragmentation" (pp. 141-42): (1) Fragmentation in marketing thought is perhaps inevitable, and (2) because of this fragmentation, marketing knowledge is being lost. Both conclusions intuitively seem true.
Fragmentation is occurring in marketing thought partly because of the explosion in marketing knowledge and increased specialization in both research and teaching. It is facilitated by the increasing number of academic marketing journals in which to publish scholarly research; approximately two dozen new marketing journals, many of them specialty journals, have appeared in the past two decades alone. The increase in the number of marketing journals has potentially created a paradox. Although there are now more outlets in which marketing scholars can publish and thus increase the quantity of marketing knowledge being produced, the increase may be simultaneously leading to a dilution in the quality of marketing knowledge being produced. As Thomson (1994, p. 510 ) notes generally in "Scientific Publishing: An Embarrassment of Riches," if "the number of all publication outlets … were cut in half, competition would inevitably drive up the average quality of papers."
As I previously mentioned, Wilkie and Moore (2003) conclude that marketing knowledge is being lost because of fragmentation due to specialization in research and teaching. They note (p. 142, italics in original), "Knowledge outside of a person's specialty may first be viewed as noninstrumental, then as nonessential, then as nonimportant, and finally as nonexistent in terms of meriting attention." This knowledge loss can be illustrated by several examples and anecdotes. For example, in the past few years, there has been a trend toward branding components in the supply chain. The "Intel Inside" logo, the branding of NutraSweet as a food additive, and DuPont's use of Lycra and Corian as component brand names have been hailed and researched as innovative and creative marketing efforts. Few, if any, researchers seem to be aware of Neil Borden's (1946) insightful essay on the advantages and disadvantages of component branding in the Harvard Business Review some 60 years ago. More recently, Winer (1999, p. 349) has extolled the virtues of following up laboratory experiments with analyses of scanner data or secondary data to "generate higher levels of external validity." Although applied researchers would probably wholeheartedly agree with this advice, Winer fails to mention that Batra and Vanhonacker (1988) had already made and empirically illustrated this external validity point. Failure to take into account the extant literature is intellectually myopic and costly.
The Structure of Marketing Scholarship
Fragmentation of marketing thought is but one dimension of the structure of marketing scholarship. Other dimensions have been elucidated by means of (ad hoc) analyses of coauthorships (e.g., Eaton et al. 1999) , publication patterns (e.g., Powers et al. 1998 ), journal quality (e.g., Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997; Koojaroenprasit et al. 1998; Theoharakis and Hirst 2002) , and journal relationships (e.g., Baumgartner and Pieters 2003; Pieters et al. 1999) . A dimension that has been given short shrift in marketing consists of time-related patterns of publication citations. Greatly oversimplifying, two general patterns of publication citations have been identified as a way of "delineating the topography of scientific literature" (Price 1965, p. 515) .
One citation pattern is to cite heavily or even disproportionately recent scholarship-that is, publications that have appeared, for example, during the five years that immediately precede a particular research study. Such publications have been termed the "research front" (Adair and Vohra 2003; Price 1965) because they are assumed to capture or incorporate recent leading-edge research in an area or discipline (as well as incorporate older research by secondary inclusion). A second citation pattern is to cite heavily or even disproportionately foundational scholarship, primarily "classic" publications that collectively serve to define an area or discipline (Hargens 2000) . When these two patterns are examined in the context of how scholarship unfolds, they can be used to differentiate among disciplines and draw inferences as to the underlying scholarship structure of a discipline. Note that though these two patterns are conceptually discrete, in reality they can overlap considerably, in part because of the myriad motivations behind citations, including attempts to show literary prowess, enhance credibility, or impress a journal editor or reviewers and thereby increase the likelihood of a manuscript being accepted for publication. Figure 1 contains a graph that reflects the cumulative percentages of references cited in the "big three" marketing journals ( average "age" of references cited in 2003 was greater than the average age of references cited in 1978. As an aside, a comparison of the contents of the three journals in 1978 and 2003 reveals that the total number of reviewed articles and notes in the three journals decreased 27%, the number of citations increased by approximately 66%, and the number of citations per article increased 170%. Although care must be taken not to overinterpret changes based on two years of data, the changes suggest a profound shift in the nature of marketing scholarship. Perusal of the two lines in Figure 1 also suggests a shift in marketing scholarship over the 25-year period, at least as indicated by the citation patterns in the three journals. Given that the three journals are the dominant academic journals in marketing (along with Marketing Science, which did not exist in 1978, and Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, which was in its formative stage in 1978), the citation patterns are probably representative of leading-edge marketing scholarship at the two points in time. As Price (1965, p. 515) acidly notes, for scientific journals in general, "a very large fraction … must be reckoned as merely background noise, and as very far from central or strategic in any of the knitted strips from which the cloth of science is woven."
The observation that, in 1978, 50% of the citations were concentrated in publications that appeared within five years of 1978 whereas in 2003 the corresponding percentage was 25% leads to a straightforward inference. Using the criteria of Adair and Vohra (2003) , Hargens (2000) , and Price (1965) , the pattern of citations in 1978 reflects more of a reliance on the research front than does the pattern of citations in 2003.
Assuming that the different patterns of citations (i.e., both the slope and the shape of the two lines) are a surrogate measure of a possible shift in the structure of research scholarship in marketing, it is possible to speculate on reasons for the shift. However, before any speculation, it is necessary to investigate how, where, and what kinds of citations are being incorporated into publications to fully understand the structure of marketing scholarship. This would require conducting a citation-context analysis to determine whether citations are being used to provide a framework for research, justify research, and/or interpret research; whether citations appear in the introduction, methods, and/or results section of a publication; whether citations are merely gratuitous and/or serve some other purpose (recall the discussion about the use of references in lieu of theory); and so forth. For exam-ple, Hargens (2000, p. 857) states that "when authors wish to build a case for their work's importance, they tend both to cite previous papers' general thematic content rather than specific results and to cite the foundational papers in a research area." A citation-context analysis, which would incorporate the sources of citations, could prove informative from a variety of perspectives. However, such an analysis is beyond the scope of this commentary and must remain for another day. As Hargens (2000, p. 860) notes, "authors' use of the literature varies depending on the tasks they must carry out to write papers that colleagues will see as significant contributions."
Final Thoughts
Wilkie and Moore's (2003) "4 Eras" article provides the motivation, and the sociology of science provides the methodology, for a thoughtful investigation into the structure of research scholarship in marketing. Regardless of whether marketing is deemed an art, a science, a discipline, or even an activity (Peterson 2002) , it is imperative that the processes that generate marketing knowledge are understood and that the role and necessity of marketing theory in knowledge generation is not forgotten. I hope that these ruminations stimulate creative thinking about marketing and serve as a catalyst for investigating the structure of research scholarship in marketing. The consequences of marketing thought fragmentation that Wilkie and Moore (2003) observe can be overcome only through theory.
